
Proceedingsof the Hawaii WindpowerWorkshop
FINAL Report—July29,1994

PresentationCharts,PanelResponses,andQuestions
andAnswers



a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a



Appendix F—Session4: StakeholderPerspectives
Hawaii Windpower Workshop/ FINAL Report—July29, 1994

4.0 StakeholderPerspectives

4.1 OpeningComments

PanelChair: RonLehr,Consultant

PanelMembers: WarrenLee,Hawaii ElectricLight Co. (HELCO)

TomJezierny,Maui ElectricLight Co. (MECO)

Presentationchartsfollow



SSSSSSSSSSSS55 55



STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS

1. KEY STAKEHOLDERS
“but for” their participation, no success
hold decision power
make financial decisions
veto power

2. SUPPORTING STAKEHOLDERS
affected interests
facilitate key stakeholders
strong claimed interest
helpful, supporting roles

3. OTHER INTERESTS
nice to have
broader, related interests

Ron Lehr
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INVOLVING STAKEHOLDERS

1. GIVE NOTICE
interests will self-select
work with informal due process

2. LIST INTERESTED PARTIES

3. USE MULTIPLE APPROACHES

build an information baseand remember
each area of technical expertise:

engineering
economics
law
finance
accounting

move toward consensusbuilding:
agree on process
agree on groundrules for participation
agree on options
work toward a consensus

recommendations
use single text negotiation

savelitigation for remaining issues.

Ron Lehr



REASONS FOR UTILITIES AND
COMMISSIONS TO COMMERCIALIZE
RENEWABLES

1. ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS

2. COSTS AND RISKS OF FOSSIL FUELS

3. NEW TEChNOLOGY PRODUCTIVITY

4. CUSTOMER PREFERENCES

5. UTILITY COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE

~ T~Hr



RENEWABLES COMMERCIALIZATION

1. 5 TO 10 YEAR COMMERCIALIZATION PERIOD

2. DECLINING COST TECHNOLOGIES

3. UTILITY INVESTMENT CREATESDEMAND

4. MANUFACTURING SCALE ECONOMIES

5. DECLINING COSTS, BROADER APPLICATIONS

6. NET COMMERCIALIZATION PERIOD BENEFITS

NOT NUCLEAR POWER

-MODULAR TECHNOLOGY

-VAST PUBLIC SUPPORT



ELEMENTS OF SUCCESSFUL
COMMERCIALIZATION STRATEGY

I
1. SHARED VISION

I
2. PARTNERSHIPS BASED ON COMMON INTERESTS

I
3. LEADERSHIP

I
4. COLLABORATION

I
5, PLANNING

I
6. ORGANIZATION

7. COORDINATION I
8. COMMITMENT I

I
I
I
I
I

NRELSLID I

I
Ron Lehr I



PV-COMPACT

PhotoVoltaic - COllaborative
Market Project to Accelerate

Commercial]iiechnology

TEAM-UP
(TechnologyExperienceto AccelerateMarkets in Utility Photovoltaics)

STEPPLAN
(STateEfforts for Photovoltaics)

RETA
(RenewableEnergyTechnologyAnalysis)

NASUCAPVEP
(National Associationof StateUtility ConsumerAdvocates

PhotoVoltaicEducationProject)



RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. SET ASIDES FOR RENEWABLES IN IRP

2. RENEWABLES RFP

3. FUNDING MECHANISMS I
utility cost recovery, incentives 1
green pricing i
green bonding

I
4. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT TEAMS

I
I
I
I
I

HIWJNDSL

I
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Ron Lehr



Hawaii Windpower Workshop

Session4: Stakeholder Perspectives

To provide an overview of approachesto
facilitate the proactive involvementof the key
stakeholdersto enhancethe useof windpower
in the electric utility.

Utility Perspectives:

IRP is the meansto “facilitate the proactive
involvementof the key stakeholdersto enhance
the useof wind power in the electric utility.”
Stakeholderscanbecomeinvolved through
intervention, membershipon IRP Advisory
Groups, public meetings,etc. Stakeholders
shouldbecomefamiliar with IRP filings,
testimonies,hearings,decisions,action plans,
etc.

— Utility Action Plansproposedinclude:
— Forecasting
— DemandSideManagement
— SupplySideResources:includesRenewable

EnergyStudies
— Externalities

~ The latter two items are opportunities to
addressthe workshop goal of “identify
appropriate mechanismsfOr considerationof
wind powerwithin the IRP process

• Integrated ResourcePlanning IS the ball game.
Toni Jezierny, MECO



I
Hawaii Windpower Workshop I

Utility Perspectives

• Regarding the sessiongoals,developerscan I
“enhance the useof wind power” by working with
the electric utility regarding its concernsas a
stakeholder:

1) New Utility Paradigm; Strategic Plan themes:
— CustomerService:EnergyServices(notjust I

electricity) to retain/gaincustomersin light of
competition. I

— CostContainment:savemoney,keepproductcost
competitivewith PurchasePower,Self- I
Generation,EnergyServiceCompanies,etc.

2) Provision of Wind Energy: I
— Quality andReliability of power/energysupplied. i
— CustomersandPUG/CAattentionfocusonthe

utility, not thewind energydeveloper. I
3) Costs:

— Recoveryimpactedwith toolittle wind (lessthan I
forecastin ratecasedecisions).

— Financialimpactsasa resultof customer

equipmentdamageclaims.
4) OwnershipAlternatives:

— Conservatismof Utilities I
— Conservatismof IsolatedUtilities

— Conservatismof IsolatedUtilities with Unhappy

WindExperience
Torn Jezierny, MECO
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